W h y d o s o m e environmental bills ca p t u r e t h e attention of legislators far m o r e q u i c k l y t h a n ot he rs? W h y ar e s o m e q u es tio ns e c o n o m i c a l l y o r e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y far m o r e i m p o r t a n t t h a n ot he rs? W h y ar e s o m e r e s e a r c h results u s e d wi de ly, w h i l e ot he rs b e c o m e peri phe ra l? T h e m o t i v a t i o n to better u n d e r s t a n d th es e t y p e o f q u es tio ns p r o p e l l e d u s to e m b a r k o n a three-year ( 1 9 9 2 -9 5 ) project f u n d e d b y t h e J o y c e F o u n d a t i o n o f C h i c a g o , Illinois. I n th e Fall o f 1 9 9 2 , a s m a l l b u t h i g h l y effec tive g r o u p o f individuals, i n c l u d i n g elected representatives o f m i d w e s t e m legislatures, d eci sio n m a k e r s o f m a j o r federal a n d private e n v i r o n m e n t a l organizations agreed to serve b n : a : . Steering Committee for this project. T he C o m m i t t e e met once each year, d u r i n g the s u m m e r o f 1 9 9 3 a n d 1 9 94 ,
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W h y d o s o m e environmental bills ca p t u r e t h e attention of legislators far m o r e q u i c k l y t h a n ot he rs? W h y ar e s o m e q u es tio ns e c o n o m i c a l l y o r e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y far m o r e i m p o r t a n t t h a n ot he rs? W h y ar e s o m e r e s e a r c h results u s e d wi de ly, w h i l e ot he rs b e c o m e peri phe ra l? T h e m o t i v a t i o n to better u n d e r s t a n d th es e t y p e o f q u es tio ns p r o p e l l e d u s to e m b a r k o n a three-year ( 1 9 9 2 -9 5 ) project f u n d e d b y t h e J o y c e D u r i n g th e first year, w e investi g a t e d th e factors contributing to the setting o f a g e n d a s a n d priorities w i t h i n t h e co n t e x t o f e n v i r o n m e n t a l bills in t h e M i d w e s t . T h e S t ee rin g C o m m i t t e e , selected invited guests, a n d th e project staff r e v i e w e d a n d e v a l u a t e d a m y r i a d o f m e c h a n i s m s that influence t h e a g e n d a setting p r o c e s s in the e n a c t m e n t o f e n v i r o n m e n t a l bills i n M i d w e s t e m legisla tures. I n 1 9 9 3 , t h e project t e a m a c tively e v a l u a t e d t h e utility o f t h e f o u r c o m p e t i n g p a r a d i g m s o f c o m p a r a t i v e risk a s s e s s m e n t ( C R A ) , e n v i r o n m e n t a l justice, pollution prevention, a n d i n n o v a t i o n i n t h e priority-setting process.
I n 19 93 , w e o b s e r v e d m a j o r national coalitions f o r m i n g a r o u n d t h e issues o f u n f u n d e d m a n d a t e s ; regulatory r e f o r m t h r o u g h risk a s s e s s m e n t a n d cost-benefit analysis; a n d e x p a n d i n g private p r op ert y rights t h r o u g h a re definition o f 'takings." S i n c e the d r a m a t i c even ts o f the 1 9 9 4 elections, a n d t h e R e p u b l i c a n 'C o n t r a c t w i t h A m e r i c a , " several F e d e r a l bills o n u n f u n d e d m a n d a t e s , ta k i n g s (private p r o p e r t y rights), a n d regulatory re f o r m are currently m a k i n g (or h a v e a l r e a d y m a d e ) their w a y t h r o u g h the U . S. Co n g r e s s . I n th e last f e w m o n t h s alone, regulatory r e f o r m a s w e l l as th e topics o f u n f u n d e d m a n d a t e s a n d takings/property rights h a v e b e e n hotly contested in t h e n a t i o n 's capitol. I n t h e c o nt ext o f this d y n a m i c se a o f political c h a n g e , w h a t is n e e d e d is the d i s s e m i n a t i o n o f timely, useful, a n d u n b i a s e d i n f o r m a t i o n to state-level elected officials a n d policy m a k e r s .
I n t h e first t w o y e a r s w e h e l d c o n ferences to ex p l o r e th e m e c h a n i s m s b y w h i c h e n v i r o n m e n t a l legislation gets f o r m e d , passed, o r defe ate d in state legislatures in th e M i d w e s t . W e e x p l o r e d th e utility o f t h e C R A p a r a d i g m a n d t h e c o m p e t i n g o r alternative p a r a d i g m s o f e n v i r o n m e n t a l justice, pollution prevention, a n d i n n o v a t i o n in legislative settings. W e also c o n sidered in detail t h e implications o f t h e 'U n f u n d e d M a n d a t e s , " a n d the 'T a k i n g s / P r o p e r t y R i g h t s " issues o n th e M i d w e s t e m legislatures.
A r m e d w i t h m u c h useful i n f o r m a tion o n th e a b o v e topics, w e h e l d three w o r k s h o p s , o n e e a c h in M i c h i g a n , K a n s a s , a n d M i n n e s o t a d u r i n g the S p r i n g / S u m m e r o f 1 9 9 5 . T h e s e w o r k s h o p s investigated h o w th e issues o f u n f u n d e d m a n d a t e relief, p r op ert y rights/takings a n d risk regulations at t h e federal level will in fl uen ce the a g e n d a s o f state legislative c o m m i t tees o n th e e n v i r o n m e n t . O v e r eighty individuals, i n c l u d i n g a b o u t thirty five M i d w e s t e m legislators, legisla tive staff, interest g r o u p leaders, a n d lobbyists f r o m five states a t t e n d e d o n e o f th es e w o r k s h o p s .
B a s e d o n t h e e x p e r i e n c e s o v e r the last three years, i n c l u d i n g t h e 1 9 9 5 w o r k s h o p s , w e f o u n d that critical e n v i r o n m e n t a l p , the regulatory p r ov isi on s o f t h e va ri ous federal acts ( C l e a n Air, C l e a n W a t e r , S a f e D r i n k i n g W a t e r , K C R A , a n d C E R C L A ) w h i c h h a v e led to th e c u r rent i m p a s s e o f 'h o m o r e u n f u n d e d m a n d a t e s , " a n d d e b a t e s o v e r t h e vari o u s a g e n d a o r priority setting p a r a d i g m s o f C R A , e n v i r o n m e n t a l justice, pollution pr ev ent io n, a n d innovation.
W e c o n c l u d e d that t i m e l y d i s s e m i n a t i o n o f brief R e s e a r c h N o t e s u c h as this w o u l d b e o f m u c h v a
l u e to statelevel elected officials a n d others w i t h s t r o n g interest in e n v i r o n m e n t a l p r o tection a n d p u bl ic policy.
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Glossary of Terms H a z a r d : I n general, h a z a r d s ar e t h o s e e l e m e n t s in o u r na tu ral a n d h u m a ne n g i n e e r e d e n v i r o n m e n t that ar e h a r m f u l to h u m a n a n d e n v i r o n m e n t a l health. D r o u g h t , hurricanes, floods, a n d li gh tni ng are natural ha z a r d s ; w h e r e a s , c a r c ino ge ni c c h em ica ls , p l a n e travel, a n d n u c l e a r tests are h u m a ne n g i n e e r e d hazards. M i t i g a t i o n : M e a s u r e s t a k e n to protect h u m a n a n d e n v i r o n m e n t a l h e al th f r o m hazards. H e l m e t s , seatbelts, scrubbers, ch lorinating w a t e r supplies are e x a m p l e s o f mitigation m e a s u r e s . R i s k : T h e potential or probability o f realization o f th e h a r m f u l c o n s e q u e n c e s o f a hazard. It is a m e a s u r e o f b o t h the severity o f th e h a z a r d as w e l l as the strength o f mitigation m e a s u r e s t a k e n to protect ag ainst th e ha zard. R i s k a s s e s s m e n t is a pr o c e s s o f characterization o f potential a d v e r s e heal th effects to h u m a n s o r th e e c o s y s t e m resulting f r o m e x p o s u r e to e n v i r o n m e n t a l hazards. R i s k c o m m u n i c a t i o n is a pr o c e s s o f e x c h a n g i n g i n f o r m a t i o n a b o u t risk. T h e risks w h i c h m a y b e m o s t d a n g e r o u s are n o t a l w a y s t h e risks o f greatest c o n c e r n in th e m i n d s o f th e g e ne ral public. W h i l e risk c o m m u n i c a t i o n c a n no t c h a n g e people's m i n d s ; it c a n p l a y a n i m p o r t a n t role i n b r i n g i n g p u bl ic a n d expert ideas o f risk closer together, t h u s contributing to better policy. R i s k m a n a g e m e n t is th e pr o c e s s o f w e i g h i n g alternatives a n d selecting the m o s t ap propriate regulatory action. It integrates risk a s s e s s m e n t w i t h t e c h nological feasibility, e c o n o m i c information, statutoiy r e q u i r e m e n t s a n d p u b lic opinion. Ideally, regulatory decisions will b e a b a l a n c e o f social, e c o n o m i c a n d political concerns. C o s t -b e n e f i t analysis at t e m p t s to c o m p a r e a n d contrast t h e positive a n d n e ga tiv e aspects o f a specific action o n society a s a w h o l e w i t h i n a c o m m o n e c o n o m i c f r a m e w o r k . Generally, a n u m b e r o f alternatives are a n al yze d, re sulting in the selection o f th e alternative w i t h t h e largest benefit-cost ratio. Co st -effectiveness anal ysi s a t t e m p t s to select t h e l o w e s t cost alternative that ac h i e v e s a p r e d e t e r m i n e d level o f service, effectiveness, o r benefits. C o n versely, the analysis c a n identify t h e alternative that l e ad s to largest social benefits, effectiveness, o r service for a fi xe d cost.
C o m p a r a t i v e R i s k A s s e s s m e n t : It is a p r o c e d u r e for r a n k i n g e n v i r o n m e n t a l p r o b l e m s b y their seriousness {relative risk) for t h e p u r p o s e o f a s s i g n i n g p r o g r a m priorities. Typically, a t e a m o f experts identify p r o b l e m s b y t y p e o f risk: cancer, no n-c a n c e r , ecological, material d a m a g e , a n d s o on. T o arrive at a m e a s u r e o f relative risk, t h e experts t h e n c o m p a r e a n d r a n k th e p r o b l e m s w i t h i n e a c h t y p e b a s e d o n factors s u c h as severity o f i m p a c t , t h e n u m b e r o f p e o p l e ex p o s e d , t h e du r a t i o n o f e x p o s u r e a n d t h e like. A l t e r n a t i v e s A s s e s s m e n t : A n a l y s i s a n d a s s e s s m e n t o f v a r i o u s alternative e c o n o m i c d e v e l o p m e n t plans. T y p i c a l e x a m p l e s i n c l u d e f r o n t -e n d a s s e s s m e n t o f transportation, energy, a n d natural re so urc es d e v e l o p m e n t alternatives as o p p o s e d to the a s s e s s m e n t o f en d-of-pi pe control t e c h n o l o g y options. E n v i r o n m e n t a l R e g u l a t o r y R e f o r m : A variety o f activities initiated b y the C o n g r e s s a n d th e W h i t e H o u s e to s t r e n g t h e n e n v i r o n m e n t a l l a w s a n d related regulations. T h e ad mi nis tr at ion's m a j o r r e f o r m effort --R e i n v e n t i n g G o v e r n m e n t , the H o u s e bill H . R . 1 0 2 2 , a n d D o l e 's C o m p r e h e n s i v e R e g u l a t o r y R e f o r m A c t S. 3 4 3 in th e S e n a t e are the three m a j o r i t e m s to w a t c h . _ _ _ _ _ _ _ introduction T h r o u g h o u t r e c o r d e d history, h u m a n b e i n g s h a v e b e e n a s se ssi ng th e threat f r o m v a r i o u s natural a n d m a n m a d e h a z a r d s o n life a n d property. T h e a d v e n t o f t h e industrial r e v o l u tion, th e d e v e l o p m e n t o f large-scale technologies, a n d t h e p r o d u c t i o n a n d distribution o f t h o u s a n d s o f c h e m i c a l s h a v e h e i g h t e n e d t h e a m o u n t o f atten tion d r a w n to s u c h issues. O v e r the last f e w deca des , the p r o c e s s o f risk a s s e s s m e n t h a s b e e n co ns ide ra bl y fine-tuned. T h e u s e o f p h r a s e s like hazards assessment, c a n c e r risk as sessment, n o n -c a n c e r risk asse ssm en t, heal th risk a s s e ssm en t, we l f a r e risk a s s e ssm en t, a n d c o m p a r a t i v e risk as s e s s m e n t h a v e b e c o m e quite c o m m o n .
I n this re s e a r c h note, w e p r o v i d e a brief s k e t c h o f t h e p r o c e s s o f risk as s e s s m e n t a n d its role in th e setting o f e n v i r o n m e n t a l priorities a n d a n o v e r v i e w o f th e current d e b a t e in C o n g r e s s that deals w i t h regulatory r e f o r m t h r o u g h th e u s e o f risk a n d costbenefit analysis.
Comparative Risk Assessment
T h e notions of hazard, mitigation, risk, a n d risk perception I n o u r lives, w e ar e e x p o s e d to m a n y different natural a n d m a n -m a d e h a z ards. L i g h t n i n g , floods, hurricanes, p o i s o n o u s m u s h r o o m s , a n d afiatoxins are all n a t u r e 's ha z a r d s ; s e w a g e efflu ents, supertankers, cigarette s m o k e , a n d t h o u s a n d s o f synthetic c h e m i c a l s are m a n -m a d e hazards.
W e protect ou rs elv es a n d t h e e n v i r o n m e n t f r o m th es e h a z a r d s t h r o u g h a variety o f m i t i g a t i o n m e a s u r e s w h i c h e n a b l e u s to n a v i g a t e s m o o t h l y t h r o u g h th e h a z a r d s p r e s e n t e d b y th e worl d. W e regularly t a k e m e a s u r e s to protect ourselves f r o m floods, earth qu a k e s , hurricanes, lightening, a n d a m y r i a d o f m a n -m a d e p o i s o n s a n d m o d e m technologies. Su ng las se s, he l mets, seatbelts, s u n t a n lotions, heatin g/ coo li ng systems, li gh tni ng rods, air bags, a n d boil w a t e r orde rs are e x a m p l e s o f c o m m o n mitigation m e a s ures.
T h e a m o u n t o f ri sk i n cu rre d f r o m a h a z a r d is a func tio n o f b o t h th e sever ity o f the h a z a r d a n d the strength o f available m i t i g a t i o n m e a s u r e s . A specific h a z a r d m a y b e quite d a n g e r ous; b u t if o u r m i t i g a t i o n m e a s u r e s are robust, t h e resulting risk will b e m i n i m a l . If f e w m i ti gat io n m e a s u r e s are in place, h o w e v e r , relatively s m a l l h a z a r d s c a n create quite serious risk. E x p e r t s qu a n t i f y risk as th e e x p e c t e d a n n u a l mortality, o r s o m e re lated statistics originating f r o m a 'h a z a r d . " O n t h e o t h e r h a n d , the publ ic pe rc eiv es risk i n a b r o a d e r fashion. S a n d m a n 1 describes t h e ele m e n t s w h i c h e x a c e r b a t e p u bl ic p e r ce p t i o n o f risk a s " o u t r a g e factors."
T h e risks that kill y o u are not necessarily the risks that a n ger or frighten you. S a n d m a n , 1987
S o m e factors i n f l u e n c i n g publ ic p e r c e pt ion o f risk include: Is th e risk voluntarily b o r n e o r c o e r c e d ? D o p e o p l e h a v e control o v e r p r e v e n t i o n a n d m i ti gat io n m e a s u r e s ? Is th e risk b u r d e n s p r e a d fairly? Is the g o v e r n m e n t a g e n c y resp ons ib le for protect i n g th e p ubl ic c o n s i d e r e d tr us two rt hy o r dishonest; c o n c e r n e d or a r r o g a n t ? Is th e risk familiar or exotic? H a s there b e e n a m a j o r e v e n t recently re g a r d i n g this risk?1
T h e cultural a n d political aspects of risk T h e w o r d 'risk" is a culturally c o n structed c o n c e p t w i t h significant p o litical a n d v a l u e -f o r m i n g i nfluence in m o d e m society. D o u g l a s 2 caut ion s that risk s h o u l d b e a p p r o a c h e d criti cally, w i t h a n a w a r e n e s s to its s ubjec tive ch ar act er a n d context -d ri ven m e a n i n g . T h e original m e a n i n g o f the w o r d risk c a m e f r o m t h e n o t i o n o f c h a n c e o r a b o l d initiative t a k e n to a c h i e v e s o m e t h i n g ; risk n o w h a s a n additional m e a n i n g o f technological b u r d e n s that l e a d to n e g a t i v e o r u nhealthful c o n s e q u e n c e s . T h e shift in m e a n i n g parallels similar shifts in m o d e m society, a n d reflects a n e w c o n c e r n o v e r accountability. A c c o r d i n g to D o u g l a s , risk a n d h o w it is dealt w i t h is a part o f th e p r o c e s s o f culture itself.2 S a p o l s k y 3 writ es that, for th e m o s t part, c o n s u m e r s u s e p e r s o n a l expe ri e n c e to g u i d e t h e m t h r o u g h e c o n o m i c a n d political decisions; b u t for m a n y heal th a n d e n v i r o n m e n t a l matters, t h e y m u s t rely o n intermediaries (scientists, g o v e r n m e n t officials, a n d m e d i a ) to g u i d e b ehavior. I n t e r m e d i a r y a d vi ce c a n le ad to distortions. T h e result is that s o m e t i m e s s m a l l risks receive m a s s i v e attention a n d re sources, w h i l e large risks g o virtually u n a d d r e s s e d . 3 D e m o c r a t i c political s y s t e m s d e p e n d o n o p e n availability o f accurate in f o r m a t i o n a n d k n o w l e d g e o f the issues a n d options. I n recent decades, h o w ever, s u c h i n f o r m a t i o n h a s b e c o m e less a n d less accessible to the A m e r i c a n public.3 A s a result, t h e actions o f g o v e r n m e n t a l ag e n c i e s a n d politicians h a v e b e e n in fl uen ce d b y pres sur e groups. P u bl ic perceptions o f risk h a v e b e e n distorted a n d m a n i p u l a t e d b y the m a s s m e d i a . B o t h e n v i r o n m e n t a l interest a n d industry g r o u p s find a d v a n t a g e in e x a g g e r a t i n g or m i n i m i z i n g potential risks to w i n public su p p o r t for their causes. 3 A n additional p r o b l e m is that scien tists are able to detect increasingly l o w e r levels o f potentially d a n g e r o u s e l e m e n t s in c o m m o n products. W h e n reported in the m a i n s t r e a m press, s u c h results c a n stoke publ ic fears, b u t st at eme nt s c o n c e r n i n g t h e actual risk E v e r y c h a n g e o f political leadership m e a n s a c h a n g e i n priori ties. P e r s o n a l interests p a s s for p u bl ic policy, a n d cultural biases a n d politi cal orientation are f o u n d to b e t h e best indicators o f risk perception. 4 
Risk assessment and environmental regulations

Risk assessment in four steps
First, h a z a r d s ar e identified to d e t e r m i n e if available d a t a su p p o r t s a c a us al relationship b e t w e e n the h a z a r d a n d injury to h u m a n o r e n v i r o n m e n t a l health. T h e m a i n q u e s t i o n is "A r e th e results o f a particular heal th h a z a r d transferable to o t h e r p o p u l a tions?" S e c o n d , t h e 'd o s e -r e s p o n s e " m e a s u r e o f th e risk is quantified. D o s er e s p o n s e m e a s u r e s the relationship b e t w e e n e x p o s u r e (dose) a n d re sp on se, a s established t h r o u g h l a b o r a tory toxicological ( a n i m a l ) studies. T h e r e ar e m a n y a s s u m p t i o n s a n d significant extrapolations i n v o l v e d in do se -response.
T h i r d , a n analysis o f e x p o s u r e in e x p o s e d p o p u l a t i o n s is carried out. E m i s s i o n s , their concentrations, dif f u s i o n in t h e e n v i r o n m e n t t h r o u g h different p a t h w a y s (air, water, food, soil, a n d s o on), a n d lifestyle c h a r a c teristics ar e t a k e n into a c c o u n t i n this process.
Finally, t h e d a t a a n d c o n c l u s i o n s f r o m t h e a b o v e t h r e e a n a l y s e s are u s e d to ch aracterize t h e e x p e c t e d risk u n d e r r e a l -w o r l d c o nd iti on s i n light o f t h e re fe ren ce dose. T h e reference d o s e is a n e s t i m a t e d level o f daily p o p u l a tion e x p o s u r e at w h i c h n o likely in j u r y c o u l d b e o b s e r v e d o v e r a life t i me .3 T h i s final characterization in c l u d e s a de scription o f uncertainty, d a t a gaps, a n d i n f o r m a t i o n that is n e e d e d b u t unavailable. All s u c h m a t t e r s ar e identified a n d p r e s e n t e d a s pa rt o f t h e risk characterization process.
E P A a n d Risk Assessment
T h e U . S. E P A integrates d a t a a n d c o n c l u s i o n s f r o m risk a s s e s s m e n t s w i t h p u b l i c c o n c e r n s , e c o n o m i c costs a n d benefits, statutory re q u i r e m e n t s , technical feasibility, a n d l o n g -t e r m r e d u c t i o n potential. S i n c e t h e 1 9 6 0 s a n d 70s, t h e f o c u s o f n ational e n v i r o n m e n t a l protection h a s shifted a w a y f r o m large scale 'Visible" e n v i r o n m e n t a l threats to the m o r e c o m p l i c a t e d a n d often 'invis ible" threats o f toxic c h e m i c a l s today. Risk a s s e s s m e n t a n d risk m a n a g e m e n t are useful tools w i t h w h i c h t h e E P A c a n c o n f r o n t these e n v i r o n m e n t a l threats.6 M o d e m risk a s s e s s m e n t grew' o u t o f E P A 's n e e d for i n cr eas ed o b jectivity in d e v e l o p i n g regulations m a n d a t e d b y e n v i r o n m e n t a l statutes, a n d i m p r o v e d w a y s to c o m m u n i c a t e th e scientific basis for decisions to the public. 7 C o m m o n e r 8 states that w h i l e risk a s s e s s m e n t c a n b e a rational, scien tific a n d s o m e w h a t o f a n objective p r o c e s s for m a k i n g e n v i r o n m e n t a l decisions. H o w e v e r , in practice, h e says it c a n b e u s e d as a m a n i p u l a t i v e tool to justify th e p r e c o n c e i v e d de ci sions a n d i n v e s t m e n t s o f certain in dividuals a n d groups. U s i n g a ca se st ud y o f t rash disposal i n B r o o k l y n , N e w Y o r k , h e illustrates h o w the pr o c e s s w a s a b u s e d . 8 P e r s o n s w i t h a v e s t e d interest i n a specific t e c h n o l o g y (e.g., incineration) u s e d th e p r ov isi on o f pseudo-scientific s u p p o r t for the u s e o f this t e c h n o l o g y at t h e e x p e n s e o f other m o r e e n v i r o n m e n t a l l y s o u n d a n d cost-effective te ch nol og ie s (e.g., recycling). C o m m o n e r believes that participation o f a n e d u c a t e d a n d welli n f o r m e d public i n the risk a s s e s s m e n t process is the best w a y to restore c o m m o n s e n s e to e n v i r o n m e n t a l r e g u lation.8 R i s k a s s e s s m e n t is a useful m e t h o d o r a p p r o a c h for o r g a n i z i n g i n f o r m a tion f r o m m a n y different sources. T h e o u t c o m e s o f a risk a s s e s s m e n t d e p e n d o n the scope, th e p u r p o s e , the c h oi ce o f d a t a collection m e t h o d , th e quality o f data, a n d t h e p r o c e s s o f d a t a s y n thesis. R i s k a s s e s s m e n t is b o t h science (objective) a n d policy (subjective) at once.9
Risk m a n a g e m e n t th e risk, its source, distribution, a n d t h e m a n n e r in w h i c h it is i m p o s e d o n th e c o m m u n i t y . It is their constitu tional right to b e a part o f th e process, a n d the resulting a s s e s s m e n t will b e better i n f o r m e d b y their input. 10 T h e decision to investigate certain questions necessarily m e a n s other questions are n o t investigated. T h e r e fore, the decision h a s social a n d p o litical as we ll as scientific qualities. Scientific objectivity lies n o t o n l y in the question, b u t also in t h e p r o c e d u r e o f research. T h e ca se is e v e n stronger for rese arc h r e g a r d i n g e n v i r o n m e n t a l a n d publ ic heal th issues b e c a u s e h u m a n b e h a v i o r is the c a u s e o f the p r o b l e m s , a n d a n y solutions to these p r o b l e m s will require s o m e ty pe of a d j u s t m e n t to this b e ha vio r.11
Risk C o m m u n i c a t i o n
T h e c o m m u n i c a t i o n o f risk to the public p r o v i d e s i m p r o v e d e n v i r o n m e n t a l protection b y t a k i n g public 'b u t r a g e factors" into account. R i s k m a n a g e r s n e e d to u n d e r s t a n d public reaction, a n d m a k e c h a n g e s in policy to h e l p b r i n g publ ic a n d expe rt a s s e s s m e n t s o f risk closer together.1 I know of no safe depository of the ultimate powers of soci ety but the people themselves; if w e think t h e m not enlight ened enough to exercise their control with a whole s o m e dis cretion, the r e m e d y is not to take it from them, but to in form their discretion.
T h o m a s Jefferson
R i s k a s s e s s m e n t m e a n s different thin gs to different people. It is there fore n e c e s s a r y to e m p h a s i z e the i m p o r t a n c e o f c o m m u n i c a t i o n b e t w e e n scientists, m e d i a , industry, e n v i r o n m e n t a l groups, a n d the g e ne ral p u b lic.7 Presentation o f the i n f o r m a t i o n is also a consideration: a n o v e r a b u n d a n c e o f i n f o r m a t i o n c o u l d le ad to a n inability to synthesize a n d u s e the in f o r m a t i o n effectively.12 T o a v o i d 'f e n v i r o n m e n t a l gridlock" in a d e m o c r a t i c sy s t e m , effective m e t h o d s o f c o m m u n i c a t i o n , e d u c a t i o n a n d publ ic participation m u s t b e i m p l e m e n t e d . R i s k a s s e s s m e n t pr o v i d e s a f r a m e w o r k for o r g a n i z i n g w h a t w e d o a n d d o n o t k n o w , w h i c h t h e n m u s t b e c o n v e y e d to th e p u bl ic in s u c h a w a y to a l l o w p e o p l e to participate in th e d e c i s i o n -m a k i n g process. 6 C R A according to EPA
T h e origins of comparative risk assessment
C o m p a r a t i v e R i s k A s s e s s m e n t ( C R A ) w a s p o si ted a s a w a y to estab lish priorities, allocate re so urc es effi ciently, a n d m e r g e scientific k n o w l e d g e w i t h p u b l i c v a l u e s a n d p e r c e p tions. 13 Setting priorities d u r i n g t h e f o r m a tive y e a r s at E P A w a s n o t difficult, b e c a u s e th e C o n g r e s s , t h e E P A , the pu bl ic a n d th e ex pe rts all f u n d a m e n tally a T h e f r a g m e n t a r y n a t u r e o f E P A 's regulatory p r o g r a m s also b e c a m e a p parent. L a w s d e a l i n g w i t h e n v i r o n m e n t a l p r o b l e m s w e r e n o t consistent e v e n w h e n d e a l i n g w i t h th e s a m e pollutant. T h e efforts o f different p r o g r a m s , built to a c c o m m o d a t e different laws, w e r e rarely coordinated, a n d the p r i m a r y tools u s e d to protect th e e n v i r o n m e n t w e r e en d-o f -p i p e controls. T h e E P A h a d d e v e l o p e d into a re a c tive rather t h a n pr oa cti ve a g e n c y . U n d e r A d m i n i s t r a t o r W i l l i a m Reilly, leadership at E P A felt that t h e A g e n c y n e e d e d to c h a n g e f r o m o n e f o c u s e d o n crisis m a n a g e m e n t to o n e w i t h a n overall strategy to effectively deal T o h e l p f o c u s federal strategy, the E P A f o r m e d a ta sk force to d e v e l o p a r a n k i n g o f relative risks associated w i t h m a j o r e n v i r o n m e n t a l p r o b l e m s . I n 1 9 8 7 , th e E P A p u b l i s h e d its l a n d m a r k study, Unfinished Business: A Comparative Assessment of Environ mental Problems,14 in w h i c h it c o m p a r e d a n d r a n k e d th e relative risks o f 3 1 e n v i r o n m e n t a l p r o b l e m s , g i v i n g rise to th e c o n c e p t o f c o m p a r a t i v e risk. T h e s t u d y h i g h l i g h t e d th e dis c r e p a n c y b e t w e e n p u bl ic a n d expe rt pe rc ept io ns o f th e greatest risks to h u m a n h e a l t h a n d t h e e n v i r o n m e n t , th e disparity b e t w e e n t h e relative seri o u s n e s s o f th es e risks a n d the a m o u n t o f r e so urc es allocated t o w a r d s t h e m , a n d t h e existing correlation b e t w e e n E P A 's cu rr ent p r o g r a m m a t i c priori ties a n d t h e p u bl ic p e r c e p t i o n o f risk. w h e r e a s , m a n y o p i n i o n polls p o in t to serious p u bl ic c o n c e r n in the a reas o f w a s t e disposal ( S u p e r f u n d sites), w a ter pollution, spills a n d accidents. T h e i m p o r t a n c e o f "Unfinished Business d i d n o t lie in t h e r a n k i n g s th em sel ve s, b u t i n t h e h e r a l d i n g o f c o m p a r a t i v e risk a s s e s s m e n t as a p r o m i s i n g m e t h o d for setting e n v i r o n m e n t a l pri orities.
A n o t h e r step institutionalizing c o m parative risk a s s e s s m e n t ( C R A ) a s a tool for setting e n v i r o n m e n t a l priori ties w a s t h e 1 9 9 0 report Reducing Risk: Setting Priorities and Strategies for Environmental Protection.1S
m e n t a l policy a n d p l an nin g. T h e s e efforts resulted i n E P A e n g a g i n g the public a n d C o n g r e s s i n a d ia l o g o n risk so that e x p e n d e d p r ot ec tion efforts reflect risk priorities. A special issue o f the E P A J o u r n a l 16 w a s d e v o t e d to di sc uss in g the history a n d the g e ne ral pr oc ess es g o v e r n i n g C R A , a n d the p r o s a n d c o n s o f its vi ability as a priority setting tool. I n it, t h e n -E P A ad mi nis tr at or W i l l i a m Reilly17 a r g u e d that th e E P A h a d b e e n
Red u c i n g Risk
4. reflect risk-based priorities in its strategic p l a n n i n g processes. 5. reflect risk-based priorities in its b u d g e t process. 6. m a k e greater u s e o f all th e tools available to r e d u c e risk. 7. e m p h a s i z e pollution p r e v e n t i o n as th e preferred o p t i o n for r e d u c i n g risk. 8. increase efforts to integrate e n v i r o n m e n t a l considerations into b r o a d e r aspects o f publ ic poli cy in as f u n d a m e n t a l a m a n n e r as are e c o n o m i c concerns. 9. w o r k to i m p r o v e publ ic u n d e r s t a n d i n g o f e n v i r o n m e n t a l risks a n d train a professional w o r k f o r c e to h e l p r e d u c e t h e m . m a n a g e m e n t ig n o r e d t h e l i n k a g e s b e t w e e n p r o b l e m s , their overall effect o n h u m a n heal th a
m e n t a l pr ot ect io n ar e limited.
Practice of C R A
O v e r th e last f o u r years, the C R A p r o c e s s h a s evol ved . E P A p r o m o t e s it as a n interdisciplinary, cr os s-m ed ia , p r o b l e m a s s e s s m e n t a n d p l a n n i n g ef fort.19 It c a n b e i m p l e m e n t e d at a n y level, federal, state, local, o r w a t e r shed. It b r i n g s di ve rse st ak eho ld er s to th e table to r e a c h c o n s e n s u s o n p r o b l e m s that p o s e significant risk to e c o s y s t e m a n d h u m a n health, a n d quality o f life. It e n a b l e s g o v e r n m e n t a l units to set priorities.
T o assist v a r i o u s units o f g o v e r n m e n t , t h e E P A h a s cr ea ted t w o t e c h nical assistance centers, t h e N o r t h e a s t C e n t e r for C o m p a r a t i v e R i s k ( N C C R ) a n d th e W e s t e r n C e n t e r for C o m p a r a tive R i s k ( W C C R ) .
G o v e r n m e n t a l units w i s h i n g to d e v e l o p a C R A project c a n receive technical assistance o f three types, di rect c a s h s u p p o r t ( m o s t h a v e b e e n in t h e r a n g e o f $ 5 0 , 0 0 0 to $ 1 5 0 , 0 0 0 ) , specific technical s u p p o r t t h r o u g h N C C R o r W C C R , a n d E P A staff s u p port.
T o b e eligible for f u n d i n g , t h e pr oj ect p l a n m u s t i n c l u d e p u b l i c a n d pri va t e stakeholders; publ ic participa tion; analysis o f e c o s y s t e m a n d h u m a n health, a n d quality o f life risks; risk r a n k i n g a n d t h e d e v e l o p m e n t o f m a n a g e m e n t strategies.
S o far, E P A h a s p r o v i d e d technical assistance to o v e r 4 5 units o f g o v e r n m e n t . T h e status o f s u c h projects, as
o f A p r i l 1 9 9 5 , is s h o w n i n t h e figure o n th e n e x t p a g e . Se v e r a l m i d w e s t e m states, tribes i n W i s c o n s i n , a n d th e cities o f C o l u m b u s a n d C l e v e l a n d h a v e projects i n v a r i o u s stages o f d e v e l o p m e n t . M i c h i g a n h a s c o m p l e t e d its project a n d I o w a is i n th e p l a n n i n g stages.
W e need to improve the translation of scientific knowledge into the vernacular of politics a n d public opinion, to m a k e rational risk assess m e n t a part of every citizen's c o m m o n sense.
William Reilly, Former Admin istrator, U. S. EPA
T h e converse is also true: w e need to improve the transla tion of public values -such as a desire for public equity, freedom f r o m involuntary risk, aesthetic quality, a n d a deep c o m m i t m e n t to future generations --into the ver nacular of the scientists a n d regulators. t h h a r d sc ie nce a n d public values, w h i l e a l l o w i n g flexibility in structure a n d o u t c o m e for e a c h proj ect. It is a w a y to r e pl ace crisis m a n a g e m e n t , inertia, a n d c o n v e n t i o n a l w i s d o m , w i t h i n f o r m e d j u d g m e n t . 20
Richard Minard, Northeast Center for Comparative Risk
Competing paradigms R e a l i z i n g C R A 's m o m e n t u m w i t h i n E P A in 1 9 92 , t h e R e s o u r c e s for the F u t u r e h o s t e d a c o n f e r e n c e o n Setting National Environmental Priorities. C R A a n d three alternative p a r a d i g m s for setting e n v i r o n m e n t a l priorities, Pollution Pr evention, I n n o vat io n/ M a r k e t Incentives, a n d E n v i r o n m e n t a l Justice w e r e p r e s e n t e d a n d discussed. T h e P r o c e e d i n g s w e r e later e x p a n d e d a n d p u b l i s h e d i n t h e f o r m o f a b o o k . 21 E a c h o f th e 2 2 chapters p r o v i d e s a n o v e r v i e w o f a m a j o r is su e s c o n c e r n i n g c o m p a r a t i v e risk as s e s s m e n t (i nc lud in g qu es tio ns o f p r o c e d u r e a n d i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ) , pollution prevention, e n v i r o n m e n t a l justice, a n d technological i nnovation.
C o n c l u d i n g c h ap ter s a t t e m p t to r e a c h a synthesis a m o n g t h e c o m p e t i n g v i e w s a n d p a r a d i g m s presented.21
C o m m e n t i n g o n the 1 9 9 2 R F F c o n ference, A i m 22 a r g u e d that n o n e o f th e three alternative p a r a d i g m s (Pollution Pr ev ent io n, E n v i r o n m e n t a l Justice, a n d M a r k e t -B a s e d In no v a t i o n ) ar e in consistent w i t h th e C R A a p p r o a c h , a n d in fact, C R A as a p a r a d i g m in clud es all o f th e alternates u n d e r its u m b r e l l a . 22 F i n k e l disagrees w i t h A i m 's a s s e s s m e n t o f C R A as a n all-inclusive p a r a d i g m , a n d Pollution Pr evention, E n v i r o n m e n t a l Justice, a n d T e c h n o logical I n n o v a t i o n are n o t m e r e l y s u b sets o f C R A . 23 U s i n g th e a n a l o g y o f m e d i c a l diagnosis, F i n k e l a r g u e s that C R A is useful for 'p i n p o i n t i n g the s y m p t o m s o f e n v i r o n m e n t a l diseases," b u t grossly i n a d e q u a t e to discern the causes. H e c o n c l u d e s that C R A is i m po rt ant a n d necessary, b u t n o t at the e x c l u s i o n or d e c r e a s e d consideration o f th e ot he r alternative a p p r o a c h e s . 23 O 'B r i e n 24 p r o p o s e s a n 'h l t e m a t i v e a s s e s s m e n t " p a r a d i g m w h i c h rejects t h e u n d e r l y i n g a s s u m p t i o n s o f c o m parative risk a s s e s s m e n t (i.e., 1. e n v i r o n m e n t a l p r o b l e m s are a given, 2. w e c a n 't a d d r e s s all o f the p r o b l e m s , a n d
w e s h o u l d therefore prioritize a n d c h o o s e a m o n g s t p r ob lem s) . Instead, s h e c o n t e n d s that e n v i r o n m e n t a l p r o b l e m s are avoidable, society is c a p a b l e o f a d d r e s s i n g all o f t h e m , a n d w e s h o u l d prioritize o n l y to t h e extent
Environmental protection is not a privilege to be doled out according to a process of "environmental triage," but a right for all individuals. C R A institutionalizes a system of unequal protection across ra cial a n d class lines.
Robert Bullard, Professor V C Riverside
Public opinion is broad e n o u g h to determine if changes are desirable, C R A is not.
Barry Commoner, Professor C U N Y at Flushing
Strict regulation, properly designed, can trigger techno logical innovation a n d yield m o r e risk reduction at lower cost than can risk-based pri ority setting schemes. 
Nicholas Ashford, Professor M I T o f c h o o s i n g th e alternatives w h i c h i n
RESEARCH N O T E #1 : C R A A N D R E G U L A T O R Y R E F O R M
Risk regulatory reform S u p r e m e C o u r t Justice B r e y e r 25 p r o p o s e s a n institutional solution for a d d r es sin g t h e s y s t e m i c p r o b l e m s p l a g u i n g t h e efficacy o f th e E P A 's e n v i r o n m e n t a l p r o g r a m s i n recent years, i n a b o o k entitled B r e a k i n g t h e V i c i o u s Circle. B r e y e r in c l u d e s in th es e p r o b l e m s 't h e last 1 0 pe r c e n t " s y n d r o m e , t h e distance b e t w e e n publ ic o p i n i o n a n d e x p e r t pe rc e p t i o n s o f risk; a n d th e inconsistencies w i t h i n E P A p r o g r a m s a n d agencies. Citi ng th e 'Vicious circle" o f technical u n c e r tainty, B r e y e r lists public pe rc ept io ns a n d c o ng res si on al actions a n d re ac tions as th e p r i m a r y c a u s e o f th e c u r rently f r a g m e n t e d a n d inefficient e n vironmental policies and suggests the creation o f a n e w centralized institu tion to b r e a k this trend.
T h i s n e w federal institution s h o u l d h a v e sufficient re so urc es a n d p o w e r to set e n v i r o n m e n t a l priorities. 
Congressional
Regulatory Reform T h i s section w a s wr it ten b a s e d o n t h e i n f o r m a t i o n available f r o m the f o u r 1 9 9 4 m o n t h l y issues a n d t h e te n 1 9 9 5 m o n t h l y issues o f Inside E P A 's R i s k P o li cy R e p o r t ; 26 t h e s e v e n E n v i r o n m e n t a n d E n e r g y W e e k l y Bulletins p u b l i s h e d b y the C o n g r e s s i o n a l G r e e n S h e e t s Inc. ;27 a n d th e O n -L i n e Service L E G I -S L A T E for daily u p d a t e s o f the H o u s e a n d S e n a t e bills. E v e r y o n e (the C o n g r e s s , the President, a n d th e B u r e a u c r a c y , a n d t h e people), it s e e m s , is in s u p p o r t o f reform. Q u e s tions c o n c e r n i n g t h e k i n d o f r e f o r m n e e d e d , th e timing, t h e effect o n e n v i r o n m e n t a l protection efforts, th e cost, After laboring in relative o b scurity a m o n g technology a n d policy professionals over the past decade a n d a half, risk assessment has n o w reached prime-time status as a ma j o r element of a legislative reform agenda in the 104th Congress.
Terry F. Yosie, 1995
the rules a n d regulations, a n d w h e t h e r the r e f o r m will lead to a legal n i g h t m a r e h a v e b e e n d e b a t e d in th e halls o f C o n g r e s s since 1992.
T h e f o l l o w i n g is a t h u m b n a i l sket ch o f t h e status o f the e n v i r o n m e n t a l re f o r m bills a n d s o m e o f th e m a j o r points o f c o nt ent io n a n d d e b a t e as o f S e p t e m b e r 1995.
Risk Bills in Congress T h e H o u s e of Representatives
E R 9 , J o b C r e a t i o n a n d W a g e E n h a n c e m e n t A c t , o n e o f te n p r o posals in t h e Contract with America, i n t r o d u c e d in the H o u s e o n J a n u a r y 4, 1 9 9 5 , consists o f m a n y c o m p o n e n t s , i n c l u d i n g th e r e q u i r e m e n t s o f risk a s s e s s m e n t a n d cost benefit analysis for n e w regulations.
Environmental decision m a k i n g in a d e m o c r a c y is not a m a t h problem.
Cleland-Hamnett, 1993
A c o m p o n e n t o f H . R . 9, w a s intro d u c e d i n t h e H o u s e o n F e b r u a r y 23, 1 9 9 5 a s H . R . 1 0 2 2 R i s k A s s e s s m e n t a n d C o s t -B e n e f i t A c t o f 1 9 9 5 and, after s o m e debate, p a s s e d t h e H o u s e ( 2 8 6 -1 4 1 ) o n F e b r u a r y 28, 1 9 9 5 . T h e H o u s e also p a s s e d H . R . 9 ( 2 7 7 -1 4 1 ) o n M a r c h 3, 19 95 . S o m e analysts h a v e d e s c r i b e d th e p o o l i n g o f m a n y aspects o f r e f o r m ( g o o d a n d b a d ) w i t h i n th e s a m e bill as a p a r l i a m e n tary strategy o f t h e R e p u b l i c a n leader sh i p to m a k e it difficult for Pr es ide nt C l i n t o n to v e t o t h e bill.
T h e Senate
O n J a n u a r y 21, 1 9 9 3 , Se n. M o y n ih a n i n t r o d u c e d a bill in t h e Senate. S. 1 1 0 E n v i r o n m e n t a l R i s k R e d u c t i o n A c t p u t t i n g into practice t h e m a j o r find ing s o f th e S A B 's R e d u c i n g R i s k r e p o r t H e a r g u e d that c h o i c e is not b e t w e e n h a v i n g o r n o t h a v i n g priori ties, b u t b e t w e e n c h o o s i n g to set t h e m c o n s cio us ly o r b y default. T h e bill called for th e i m p l e m e n t a t i o n o f C R A in setting e n v i r o n m e n t a l priorities b y federal g o v e r n m e n t a g e n c i e s a n d did n o t get o u t o f c o m m i t t e e .
T h a t 130 to 140 billion dollars a year m a y not be too m u c h to
spend on environmental pro tection, but it's entirely too m u c h to spend foolishly.
Senator M o y n i h a n , 1995____
I n J a n u a r y a n d F e b r u a r y o f 1 9 9 5 (in th e 104th C o n g r e s s ) , several regu la tory r e f o r m bills w e r e i n t r o d u c e d a n d referred to different c o m m i t t e e s o f the Senate: S. 1 0 0 , T h e R e g u l a t o r y A c co un tab il it y A c t o f 1 9 9 5 b y Sen. G l e n n ( D -O H ) ; S. 1 2 3 , E n v i r o n m e n t a l R i s k E v a l u a t i o n A c t o f 1 9 9 5 b y Se n. M o y n i h a n ( D -N Y ) ; S. 2 2 9 , T h e E P A R i s k A s s e s s m e n t a n d C o s t -B e n e f i t A n a l y s i s A c t o f 1 9 9 5 , b y S e n . B a u c u s ( D -M T ) ; S. 2 9 1 , R e g u l a t o r y R e f o r m A c t o f 1 9 9 5 , R i s k R e d u c t i o n Priorities A c t o f 1 9 9 5 , R e g u l a t o r y A c c o u n t i n g A c t o f 1 9 9 5 , a n d M a r k e t I n c e n t i v e s A c t o f 1 9 9 5 . b y S e n . R o t h ( R -D E ) ; S. 3 3 3 , R i s k M a n a g e m e n t A c t o f 1 9 9 5 , b y M u r k o w s k i ( R -A K ) ; a n d finally S. 3 4 3 , T h e C o m p r e h e n s i v e R e g u l a t o r y R e f o r m A c t o f 1 9 9 5 , b y th e ma j o r i t y le ad er Se n. D o l e ( R -K S ) .
T h r e e o f these bills (S. 2 9 1 , S. 33 3, a n d S. 3 N D ) a t t e m p t e d to p u t toge the r a n other set o f m o d i f i c a t i o n s to S. 3 4 3 to w i n m a j o r i t y a p p r o v a l a n d sustain a presidential veto. T h e R e p u b l i c a n staff h a v e a c c e p t e d s o m e o f their p r o p o sa ls a n d n o t others. T h e q u e s t i o n is, e v e n if S. 3 4 3 p a s s e s th e senate, c a n it b e re co nci le d in c o n f e r e n c e w i t h th e m o r e stringent h o u s e bill H . R . 1 0 2 2 . G i v e n the differences b e t w e e n th e t w o risk bills a n d th e appropr ia ti ons bills t a k i n g cu rr ent priority, m a n y believe that there is o n l y a s l i m c h a n c e for a risk bill to m a k e it t h r o u g h H o u s e -S e n a t e c o n f e r e n c e this year.
What are the major issues in the reform debate?
T h e s c o p e o f judicial review, th e 'fcuper m a n d a t e " issue o f th e appli cability o f t h e n e w risk bills to all e x isting statutes that d o n o t m e e t risk a n d cost benefit analysis require m e n t s , a n d t h e 'l o o k b a c k " issue o f re e x a m i n i n g existing regulations h a v e all b e e n m a j o r subjects o f debate. F o r e x a m p l e , S e n a t e bill S. 3 4 3 requires that m a j o r rules s h o u l d u n d e r g o risk a s s e s s m e n t a n d a test o f cost benefit analysis.
T h e r e f o r m bills i n th e H o u s e a n d th e S e n a t e w o u l d replace th e 'Arbitrary a n d capricious" s t a n d
I n its current version, S. 3 4 3 states that a rule c a n n o t b e c h a l l e n g e d i n court solely o n th e basis o f a n a g e n c y 's failure to c o m p l y w i t h t h e risk a s s e s s m e n t a n d cost benefit analysis r e q u i r e m e n t s a n d that a rule's benefits justify its costs d o e s n o t override existing laws.
T h e current l a n g u a g e (decisional criteria) in th e bill is s u c h that a n a g e n c y c a n still p r o m u l g a t e a r e g u l a tion that d o e s n o t m e e t the require m e n t s o f t h e p r o p o s e d risk a n d cost benefit analysis. I n s u c h cases, the a g e n c y m u s t s e e k the least cost o p ti on a n d p r o v i d e C o n g r e s s w i t h a n e x p l a n a t i o n as to w h y the stricter test w a s n o t met.
T h e decision criteria le a d i n g to the i s su anc e o f rules u n d e r m a n y existing health, safety, a n d e n v i r o n m e n t a l statutes are n o t necessarily b a s e d o n a cost benefit test. T h e s u p e r m a n d a t e p r ov isi on o f H . R. 1 0 2 2 will n o t p e r m i t the is s u a n c e o f a rule if benefits d o no t justify costs. D o l e 's S. 3 4 3 w o u l d require a cost benefit analysis b u t w o u l d n o t au to mat ic al ly override existing statutes. Se n a t o r s G l e n n ( D -O H ) , L e v i n ( D -M I ) a n d other d e m o crats w a n t to c h a n g e the current re q u i r e m e n t u n d e r 'fcuper m a n d a t e " to force the selection o f the least cost o p t i o n w h e n benefits are quantifiable. T h e y w o u l d prefer flexibility, e n a b l i n g t h e selection o f slightly larger cost options w h i c h m i g h t h a v e th e potential to p r o d u c e significantly h i g h e r benefits.
K e y q u e s t i o n s h e r e i n c l u d e t h e e x tent o f c o v e r a g e i n t e r m s o f t h e n u m b e r o f a g e n c i e s that will b e u n d e r the p u r v i e w o f th e r e f o r m bills a n d
T h e Clinton Administration a n d the U.S. E P A T h e a d m i n i s t r a t i o n c l a i m s that as w r it ten t h e r e f o r m bills will roll b a c k m o r e t h a n t w o d e c a d e s o f e n v i r o n m e n t a l gains, se rv e special interests
Risk bills will not u n d o 25 years of environmental law, nevertheless y o u c an't fix 15 complex laws with one paragraph.
L i n d a Fisher, F o r m e r E P A Assistant Administrator, 1995
a n d n o t t h e p u b l i c interest, a n d e n a b l e polluters to tie u p t h e g o v e r n m e n t in litigation. It will restrict E P A f r o m t a k i n g o n n e w p r o b l e m s a n d i m p o s e a h u g e $ 1 . 2 billion i n c o m p l i a n c e cost to m e e t th e analytical r e q u i r e m e n t s o f t h e r e f o r m bill.
Industry groups
T h e A l l i a n c e for R e a s o n a b l e R e g u lation ( A R R ) is a b r o a d coalition o f industry, business, c o m m e r c e , m a n u facturing, a n d industrial h e al th or g a n i zat io ns b r o u g h t toge the r to p r o m o t e unified regulatory r e f o r m strat e g y i n C o n g r e s s . T h e coalition is  s p e a r h e a d e d b y t h e N a t i o n a l A s s o c i a -tion o f M a n u f a c t u r e r s ( N A M ) , a n d incl ude s th e C h e m i c a l M a n u f a c t u r e r s A s s o c i a t i o n ( C M A ) , the U S C h a m b e r o f C o m m e r c e , t h e A m e r i c a n I n d u s trial H e a l t h C o u n c i l ( A I H C ) , th e A m e r i c a n P e t r o l e u m Institute (API), a n d t h e Co al iti on for U n i f o r m R i s k E v a l u a t i o n ( C U R E ) . A R R believes that t h e r e f o r m bill m u s t p r o v i d e for a n effective petition p r o c e s s for the affected parties a n d that a g e n c i e 
Environmental interest groups
T o influence legislative d e b a t e on risk re form, e n v i r o n m e n t a l interest g r o u p s h a v e l a u n c h e d a m a j o r g r as s roots c a m p a i g n a n d education. S o m e 3 0 national public interest ( e n v i r o n m e n t , health, labor, a n d citizen) or ga ni zat io ns h a v e jointly f o r m e d the S c i e n c e a n d E n v i r o n m e n t a l H e a A coalition o f m o r e t h a n 2 2 5 or ga ni zat io ns u n d e r t h e b a n n e r o f Citi zens for Sensible Safeguards sees S.
3 4 3 as u n d e r m i n i n g p u b l i c p r o t e c tions a n d federal s a f e g u a r d s b y m a s sively e x p a n d i n g federal a g e n c y w o r k lo ad s w h i l e cutting their budg ets . T h e coalition h a s p u b l i s h e d t w o reports, o n e de sc rib in g in ac cur at e a n e c d o t e s a b o u t regulatory e x ce sse s a n d the other d e sc rib in g special ac ce ss b y in dustry interests.
Risk reform at the state level
T h e risk r e f o r m bills i n C o n g r e s s are n o t directly i n t e n d e d to a p p l y to state p r o g r a m s , b u t if a federal a g e n c y c o n d u c t s a n i n c r e m e n t a l ev al uat io n o f a state p r o g r a m , t h e n o n e c o u l d e x p e c t a d r a w -d o w n effect o n th e states. F o l l o w i n g efforts i n congress, several states ar e e x p l o r i n g risk r e f o r m bills. Mi ss iss ip pi w a s th e first state to e n ac t a c o m p r e h e n s i v e risk bill e n a b l i n g the shifting o f resources to h i g h priority areas. N e x t N e w Jersey b e g a n to re quire cost benefit analysis. Fl or ida just p a s s e d a l a w to create n e w riskb a s e d priority council. T h i s year, the states o f A l a s k a , C o l o r a d o , Florida, Indiana, M i ss our i, a n d O h i o are c o n sidering risk r e f o r m bills.
M i r r o r i n g th e efforts in C o n g r e s s , a f e w M i d w e s t e r n states also e x p l o r e d reform. ® I n Indiana, b o t h h o u s e s c o n s i d e r e d a bill restricting the state f r o m p a s s i n g regulations m o r e stringent t h a n federal standards. It w o u l d h a v e r e qu ire d risk a n d cost benefit analysis for t h o s e that passed. T h e bill cleared neither c h a m b e r , e v e n t h o u g h it w a s a listed as a h i g h priority i t e m for the C h a m b e r o f C o m m e r c e a n d t h e I n di a n a M a n u f a c t u r e r s Association. • A bill in the O h i o H o u s e w o u l d h a v e triggered a g e n c y i n f o r m a t i o n g a t h e r i n g for e n v i r o n m e n t a l h e a r i n g s a n d s u b s e q u e n t n e e d for legislation. It w o u l d also h a v e requ ire d a n analysis o f cost to local g o v e r n m e n t a n d c o n sultation w i t h affected parties prior to th e p r o m u l g a t i o n o f rules. 19 U . S. E n v i r o n m e n t a l Protection
A g e n c y . 1995. E P A 's Compara tive Risk Projects. R e g i o n a l a n d
State P l a n n i n g Division. A d d r e s s , R a t h e r T h a n R a n k , E n v i r o n m e n t a l P r o b l e m s . C h a p t e r 6, pp. 26 Inside W a s h i n g t o n Publishers.
1 9 9 4 / 1 9 9 5 . E P A 's Risk Policy R e p o r t . Vol. 1(1-4), 1 9 9 4 ; a n d Vo l. 2(1-10), 1 9 95 . W a s h i n g t o n , D . C.
27 C o n g r e s s i o n a l G r e e n Sheets, Inc. 1 9 9 5 . E n v i r o n m e n t a n d E n e r g y W e e k l y Bulletins. J u n e 2 6 to A u g u s t 11, 1 9 9 5 . W a s h i n g t o n , D . C.
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W i t h t he assistance a n d insights o f th e Steering C o m m i t t e e a n d th e in vited guests w e le a r n e d a lot a b o u t th e p r o c e s s o f priority setting in th e first t w o y e a r s ( 1 9 9 2 -9 4 ) . D u r i n g th e last year, especially i n t h e last six m o n t h s , w e t o o k th e s h o w o n th e r o a d a n d c o n d u c t e d t hree w o r k s h o p s , o n e e a c h i n M i c h i g a n , K a n s a s , a n d M i n n e s o t a . O n c e again, w e o w e m u c h to t h e f o u r St e e r i n g C o m m i t t e e m e m b e r s R e p . Bill B o b i e r ( M I) , R e p . L a u r a M c L u r e ( K S ) , Se n. C h r i s B e u t l e r ( N E ) , a n d Se n. S t e v e n M o r s e ( M N ) w h o w e r e i n s t r u m e n t a l in h o s t i n g these w o r k s h o p s a n d t u r n i n g t h e m into a h i g h l y p r o d u c t i v e l e a r n i n g e x p e r i e n c e for the participants a n d us. I n all o v e r e ighty individuals, a b o u t thirty-five o f w h o m w e r e elected officials, a t t e n d e d a n d actively participated i n th e w o r k shops. W e v e r y m u c h ap pr eci at ed their a t t e n d a n c e a n d active participa tion.
R e s e a r c h interns a n d assistants p r o v i d e d vital s u p p o r t o v e r t h e three y e a r period, a n d in c h ro nol og ic al o r d e r i n c l u d e A m y Scott, D a n a Slade, M i r i a m S c h o e n b a u m , K e v i n P a p e , Jay E m e r s o n , R o b y n K r e i m b o r g , R a n d a l l W i l s o n , S h o b h a n a Kasturi, D e n i s e M i n e c k , J a c k H u n t , R a h u l K r i s h n a sw a m y , a n d R o b e r t V a n d e r Hart. T r u d y M e y e r s o f t h e D e p a r t m e n t o f G e o g r a p h y diligently s a w to all t h e n e c e s s a r y ad mi nis tr at ive a n d financial m a t t e r s related to the project. On perspectives -thought you would like to know
• O n t h e aver age , a n A m e r i c a n s p e n t a b o u t $ 4 , 0 0 0 p e r y e a r (in 1 9 9 2 ) o n he al th care. N i n e t y p e r c e n t o f that m o n e y w a s s p e n t i n t h e last m o n t h s o f life.
• L e s s t h a n o n e p e r c e n t o f the heal th ca re dollars w e n t to p r e v e n t i v e care, o r less t h a n $ 3 4 p e r p e r s o n p e r year, • C o n g r e s s , i n late July 1 9 95 , h a s b e e n d e b a t i n g t h e E P A a p p r opr ia ti ons bill w h i c h will fix t h e U . S. E P A 's F Y 9 6 b u d g e t at $ 4 . 8 9 billion, o r less t h a n $ 2 0 p e r p e r s o n p e r year. R . R a j a g o p a l , D e p a r t m e n t o f G e o g r a p h y , T h e U n i v e r s i t y o f I o w a , I o w a C i t y I A 5 2 2 4 2 T I T L E P R I C E Q U A N T I T Y A M O U N T R e s e a r c h N o t e #1, C o m p a r a t i v e R i s k A s s e s s m e n t / R e g u l a t o r y R e f o r m $ 3 . 0 0 R e s e a r c h N o t e #2, E n v i r o n m e n t a l Justice $ 3 . 0 0 R e s e a r c h N o t e #3, Po ll uti on P r e v e n t i o n $ 3 . 0 0 R e s e a r c h N o t e #4, T e c h n o l o g i c a l I n n o v a t i o n $ 3 . 0 0 R e s e a r c h N o t e #5, U n f u n d e d M a n d a t e s $ 3 . 0 0 R e s e a r c h N o t e #6, T a k i n g s / P r i v a t e P r o p e r t y R i g h t s 
